unique knowledge of religion and witchcraft has been called upon. What if I make the wrong decision?
Ms. Vance commented: "He thought it would be so easy-in black and white, like his books." As reflected in her comment, Ms. Vance as reader of this student piece (a) shaped meaning by relating the writing to her own experience of The Crucible; (b) related to the student as one literary scholar to another; (c) adopted an analytical stance as she interpreted the character's motives; (d) implied a positive critique of the writing, because the writing seemed to have worked for her; and (e) used the writing as a vehicle to expand, through her own insights, the student's understanding of the literature. In effect, all five orientations merged as Ms. Vance displayed her perspective on the passage she commented on.
Another student wrote the following in his autobiographical essay:
The final step, the step of no return, the step that would launch me into the world of the unknown . . .
Ms. Vance wrote, "I like the repetition in this line!" As a reader of this passage, Ms. Vance (a) shaped meaning by relating the writing to her own knowledge of written language; (b) related to the student in the role of aesthetic reader "experiencing" his words; (c) adopted a somewhat non-analytical sLance as she indicated, simply, that she "liked" the repetition; (d) implied a positive critique of the writing, noting the writing worked for her; and (e) used the writing as a vehicle to support the writer's language strategies and reinforce a classroom lesson.
THE STUDENTS AND THE TEXTS
Considering these mutually informing orientations, we examined all Ms. Vance's comments on the papers written by the 8 students whom we interviewed (666 comments in all). We found that her perspective as a reader was differently conveyed: the orientations each played out differently, according to both the individual student and the different types of texts they were writing. Students Student differences can best be illustrated through the two student extremes, the highest and lowest skilled writers. Ms. Vance's responses to the most skilled student writer seemed generally sympathetic to the student's own life experiences. In this regard, Ms. Vance showed herself as a positive reader, often peer-like, often emotionally in tune with a student writer who had learned her lessons: Ms. L7ance showed herself as a more negative reader, predominantly teacher-like, and analytical toward a writer who had much yet to learn:
"Say more here. How do you feel now?"
"What do you mean?" "Keep to one tense."
These differences in Ms. Vance's responses should not be surprising because the students themselves were so different from one another. Indeed, these student differences in large measure justified her different responses, which were shaped by students' individual needs and strengths. This interplay of student with response, however, raises a critical issue. While, on the one hand, Ms. Vance's perspective on the students' work, the teacher-as-reader that she displayed through her comment, was sensitive to who each student was, on the other hand, for better or worse, her readings arguably helped construct their very differences. This ordinary social process, reflecting the finely tuned duet that teacher and student can become in the classroom setting, may be worrisome if students become targets of unfair readerly bias. Yet making the process explicit and analyzing it can be helpful to teacher and student alike.
Texts
As with the students, Ms. Vance's reading of different texts is well illustrated through very different kinds of texts, personal journals, and expository essays. Ms. Vance's responses on students' journals seemed to mesh students' and her own life experiences and inner feelings. In this regard, Ms. Vance showed herself as a positive reader, often peer-like, with no expectations for the students' writing to be grounded in classroom lessons: "I often dream I'm a world class athlete." "Yes!" "Have you ever had an experience like this where you didn't understand the language? When I was in the Netherlands I found it exhausting to have to work so hard to be uriderstood."
In contrast, responding to expository literary criticisms, Ms. Vance conveyed a perspective that was scholarly, analytical, and very teacher-like. Again these differences should not be surprising if we believe that different social processes-and goals-are involved in reading different writing types. Conceiving of the teacher-as-reader as operating within a complex orientational framework, however, we have ways to discuss these processes and to ponder, as well, how teacher response helps to construct students' conceptions of different types of writing.
CONCLUSION
While I studied only one teacher in one classroom, I believe that other teachers in other settings can put the observations derived from this case to the test of their own classroom experiences. For example, teachers can discuss with students and with one another the five orientations-the intermetive, social, cognitive/emotive, evaluative, and pedagogical-that may comprise their perspective on students' work. By doing so, they can raise a number of questions. For example, what roles are being played out as different students write for different purposes? In the processes of shaping meaning, invoking their intellect aild emotions, and evaluating and implicating lessons in students' work, how do teachers help student writers achieve these roles?
As teachers, we know that when we make our own insights about ourselves as writers and readers explicit, we often help students understand themselves better as writers and readers as well. The framework, therefore, can help teachers generate hypotheses about why and how, as readers of students' writing, they construct different social experiences as they address different students and as they engage with different writing types. Sharing these hypotheses with students and encouraging students to make hypotheses of their own can lead also to discussions comparing teacher-and studentreader points of view.
I want to end with the caution that any framework has the drawback of masking while at the same time revealing. As Edmund Burke said, any way of seeing is also a way of not seeing; and, in James Britton's words, we classify at our peril. Yet, if used in the context of self-scrutiny within a writing pedagogy that values teacher response, the framework can be a heuristic, a startingpoint for reaching deeper understanding of writing in the context of school. 
